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ABSTRACT 
A cross-sectional and longitudinal analysis of the impact of family structure as well as 
relationship satisfaction on child educational outcomes is carried out in this study, utilizing 
the Family and Community Health Study (FACHS) data set, an African American data set. 
While negative impacts of family structure on child outcomes are well documented, there is 
controversy in the literature as to whether this is resource based or due to family structure 
itself. In the cross sectional analysis in which a probit regression is utilized, there is some 
evidence for the importance of marriage in the family structure regression, while relationship 
satisfaction is important in a regression that includes a married and cohabiting sample. There 
is unambiguous longitudinal evidence of the importance of marital quality, measured by 
relationship satisfaction, in promoting positive child educational outcomes. However, there is 
no evidence that marriage matters in the fixed effects estimation utilized in analyzing the 
impact of family structure on child educational outcomes longitudinally. This maybe due to 
the lack of sufficient variability in the outcome variables. Variables measuring parental time 
resources are of paramount importance in all specifications. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
The structure of the typical American family has evolved over the past few decades, 
with cohabitation and single parenthood now generally accepted as common family forms. 
For instance, in 1970, 42 percent of all families could be described as nuclear, but by 2000, 
only 16 percent of families fit that definition. In 1970, almost 80 percent of women between 
the ages of 25 and 29 were married, but by 1999, the proportion had shrunk to 50 percent. 
For women aged 40-44, only two thirds were married, compared with about 80 percent in 
1970 (Cancian and Reed, 2001). More specifically, dramatic increases in divorce and 
nonmarital childbearing and cohabitation have led to single parent families rapidly increasing 
in number. Currently, single parent homes headed by women account for about 18 percent of 
American families, and over 40 percent of children born in married households are expected 
to experience their parent's divorce. In addition, a third of all births in the United States 
occur outside of marriage, and 25 percent to 50 percent of all nonmarital births occur to 
cohabiting parents (Martin, Emery and Peris, 2004). The high percentage of marriages that 
end in divorce also raise questions about the quality of marriages in America, and how the 
quality of these marriages impact children (Morrison and Coiro, 1999) and adults (Umberson 
et a1.,2006). 
Despite the fact that the cultural evolution of the American society has been quite 
rapid, the rate of change among African Americans, the target population of this study, is 
even more marked. African American women are currently the most likely to have a child 
out of wedlock, and the least likely to get married of all the groups within the United States. 
Between 1970 and 2000, the percentage of African Americans who had ever married 
declined from 64 percent to 55 percent among men, and from 72 percent to 58 percent among 
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women. In addition, the percentage of those who were currently married declined from 57 
percent to 39 percent for men and from 54 percent to 31 percent among women during the 
same period of time (Tucker, Subramanian and James, 2004). 
This has resulted in dramatic changes for African American children as well. It is 
estimated that nearly half of white children and two thirds of black children are likely to live 
in single parent households at some point in their childhoods (1Vlartin, Emery and Peris, 
2004). Compared to other ethnic groups, the difference is notable. In 1997, the proportion of 
children in single parent homes born to Asians was 16%, whites (26%), Hispanics (41 %), 
American Indians (60%) and blacks (69%) (Cancian and Reed, 2001). In other words, by the 
end of the nineties, about 70 percent of children born into African American homes were 
born into single parent homes, a large percentage of which were headed by poor women. 
A great cause for concern is the high incidence of poverty that has plagued the single 
parent family, leading to the term `feminization of poverty' . Greater diversity among families 
has meant greater economic inequality. While dual earner families have prospered, single 
mother families have been less fortunate. In 1999, the median family income for a two parent 
family was $60,269, compared to that of a female headed family with children which was 
only $22,418 (Page and Stevens, 2004). Roughly half of America's 6 million poor families 
are headed by women, even though female headed families represent only about a quarter of 
all families with children. In 2000, the poverty rate for female headed families was 32.5 
percent, roughly 6 times the rate for married couples with children (Lichter and Crowley, 
2002). African Americans in particular have been hard hit by this phenomenon, due to the 
relatively high percentage of African Americans who are single mothers. In 1998, 10.6% of 
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White, non Hispanic children under the age of 18 were poor, in contrast to 36.7% of African 
American children (Secombe, 2000). 
The consequences of single parent homes for children have been clearly documented. 
Children who grow up with only one of their parents are less successful in adulthood, on 
average, than children who grow up with both parents. They are more likely to drop out of 
high school, to become teenage and single mothers, and to have trouble finding and keeping 
a steady job in young adulthood (Mclanahan and Casper, 1995). The documented impacts of 
poverty on children have been very similar to those of single parenthood. Poverty has been 
associated with poor physical health because of poor nutrition, and low birth weight babies 
who are more prone to disease and less access to quality health care among other risk factors. 
In addition, poor children are at greater risk for socioemotional and behavioral problems than 
affluent children; they also are more likely to suffer academically, as they receive lower 
grades, are less likely to finish high school, and are less likely to attend or graduate college 
(Secombe, 2000). 
Poverty and single parenthood have become synonymous terms, causing the negative 
consequences of single parenthood to be attributed to poverty. This has occurred because of 
the high poverty rates among single parents. It has therefore been difficult to separate the 
effects of poverty from the effects of family structure. One objective of this study is to 
investigate whether negative consequences of non married families are due only to lack of 
resources, or to family structure itself. As will be established in chapter two, past studies 
have established that most of the impact of family structure on child outcomes is due 
primarily to the effect of poverty and poor parental monitoring. Is there something about 
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family structure that encourages children to succeed or fail even after these factors are 
controlled for? 
While a large percentage of African American children are born into single parent 
situations, there are still many children who are born into homes where both parents remain 
married. There are also questions regarding the wellbeing of these children. If marriage is 
important for children, how important is the quality of these marriages? In this study, the 
quality of the relationship between caregivers is measured by their relationship satisfaction. 
As will be further established in chapter two, there is a limited amount of research on the 
impact of relationship satisfaction, or its converse, conflict that shows that it does have an 
important impact on a variety of child outcomes (Amato, 1986; Katz and Woodin, 2002). 
There is however very little research examining this question in an African American 
context. Most of the African American research on family functioning and consequent 
impacts on children are mostly focused on the coping mechanisms of either single families or 
intergenerational families (Brody and Flor, 1998; Jackson et al., 2000; Wakschlag and 
Chase-Lansdale, 1996) with child outcomes limited to behavior problems (Leadbeater and 
Bishop, 1994; Jackson et al., 2000). In addition to investigating the educational outcomes of 
children who live in different home structures, this study is further focused on investigating 
outcomes of children who live in married homes. Is it possible that children can be affected 
by how well their parents relate to each other? 
The outcomes of interest in this study are child educational outcomes which are 
important because of their implications for social mobility. Several studies have revealed a 
strong link between social mobility and investment in human capital (Gittleman and Joyce, 
1999, Becker and Tomes, 1986), as the changing structure of the economy in the United 
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States has made fewer opportunities available for individuals with low levels of education 
and this phenomenon has led to increased polarization in the distribution of income and 
wealth (Seccombe, 2000). Policy makers and researchers are therefore concerned with the 
variables that affect child outcomes in general and educational outcomes in particular. In 
order not to create a permanent underclass, it is pertinent that educational opportunities be 
available to children from a wide variety of socioeconomic backgrounds. It's also important 
that these children be able to adequately take advantage of their opportunities. The main 
point of interest in this study is how parents enhance or hinder their children's educational 
experience. 
This study provides a unique opportunity to examine these premises. Participants 
were drawn from the Family and Community Health Study (FACHS), which is a multi- wave 
study of African American families residing in Iowa and Georgia. Within this study, interest 
is in investigating the educational outcomes of children as reported by both the target child 
and the caregivers, and the relationship between these outcomes and relationship satisfaction 
as well as family structure after controlling for the effects of parental time investments, 
financial and other demographic variables. The data set is unique because, unlike most 
studies of African Americans, it includes affluent respondents in addition to those on the 
lower rung of the socioeconomic ladder. It also has a good mix of married families, single 
headed families, and other family structures. 
This study thus has the following major objectives 
• To identify the role of family structure in the determination of child educational 
outcomes. More specifically, is there an impact outside of parental time investments 
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and financial status of the family of the family structure on the educational outcomes 
of children? 
• To identify the role that marital quality, measured by relationship satisfaction plays in 
the educational outcomes of children. If parents are able to give time to their children 
and provide for their material needs, does their relationship satisfaction matter to the 
child? 
This thesis is organized as follows: The second chapter is devoted to a comprehensive 
literature review of both family structure and relationship satisfaction. The third chapter 
introduces the sample and the methods, while the fourth chapter presents the data and the 
results. Summary, recommendations and conclusions are presented in the fifth chapter. 
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter is devoted to the discussion of literature related to the impact of family 
structure and relationship satisfaction on child outcomes. The first part of the chapter reviews 
the Becker model of earnings, assets and consumption, the theoretical framework within 
which the impact of family structure and relationship satisfaction is studied, while the 
remainder of this section is devoted to the impact of family structure on child outcomes. The 
rest of the chapter reviews literature linking relationship satisfaction to child outcomes. 
Theoretical F~amewo~k 
The framework within which the impact of family structure and relationship 
satisfaction on child outcomes will be studied is the economic framework (Becker and 
Tomes, 1986; Becker 1991) that sets out a model of earnings, assets and consumption from 
parents to descendants. As will be established in a later section, one of the major 
explanations for differences in outcomes between children in two parent families and 
children in other family arrangements is the differential access to resources, namely time and 
money. Becker's analysis formalizes this argument. Although resources in this formulation 
are limited to money, the argument can very easily be extended to time as well. This model is 
further modified by adding the impact of a harmonious set of parents, which can be perceived 
as another set of resources available to the child and may further give advantages to the child. 
The model incorporates some components of behavior genetics, as there is an 
emphasis on the heritability of biological traits from parents. Becker notes the advantage 
some children have because they are born into families with greater ability, greater emphasis 
on childhood learning and other favorable cultural and genetic attributes. The model assumes 
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two periods of life, childhood and adulthood, and that adult earnings (Y) depends on human 
capital (H ), and market luck (Z ). 
Y =y(Tt~.ft)Ht alt (ll 
Earnings of one unit of human capital (y) is determined by equilibrium in factor markets. It 
depends positively on technological knowledge (T) and negatively on the amount of human 
capital to nonhuman capital in the economy (f). The model assumes that y =1 since it is 
assumed to be common to all families. 
Adult human capital is assumed to be determined by the function 
H t = ~/r(xt_l ,s t_1 ,Et , Pt_1 ), fir; >0, j= x,s,E (2) 
Where 
H t refers to adult human capital 
x t refers to parental expenditures 
s t refers to public expenditures 
E t refers to endowments inherited from parents. 
Pt refers to the level of parental harmony in the home. 
Ability, early learning ,parental harmony and other aspects of a family's cultural. and genetic 
infrastructure usually raise the marginal effect of family and public expenditures on the 
production of human capital. 
~2Ht  — ~;E ~ ~ aJ t-1 aqt
j = x,s q =P, E (3) 
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The marginal rates of return on parental expenditures (r,,,) is defined by 
aYt — aHt —
a aa  ~x — 1+gym (xt-1 Est-1 ~Et~~°t) 
V'xt- 1 ux t-1 
(4) 
Rates of return to each individual's separate human capital depend on the amount 
invested in him/her, as well as aggregate stocks of human capital. Differences in potential 
human capital accumulation are affected by differences in access to capital markets. The 
model assumes that parents finance investments in children either by selling their assets, 
reducing their own consumption, reducing the consumption of children, or raising the labor 
force activities of children. Parents who do not have assets, as is the case in many low 
income families, have to finance investment in human capital for their children by reducing 
their own consumption because they cannot contract debt for their children, another 
assumption of the model. Capital constraints cause parents to face a tradeoff between their 
own consumption and investing in their children, thus discouraging investment in children. 
The amount invested in children is thus reduced for poorer parents because the opportunity 
cost of investing in their children (their own consumption) is high while richer parents are 
able to have greater investments in children because their opportunity costs are lower. This 
argument can also be extended to time, or to all other finite resources. A single parent who 
has to work has a limited amount of time to spend with their children. It is costly to take time 
away from work and therefore, single parents with time constraints have an incentive to 
reduce time with their children. 
Expenditures on children by parents without assets were modeled by Becker as 
depending on endowments of children, public expenditures, earnings of parents (Yt_1 ), their 
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generosity towards children(w) and perhaps the uncertainty (~t_1 ) about the luck of children 
and later descendants. 
xt-1 - g (Et , S t-1 ~ ~t-1 ~ ~t-~ ~ w) with g y > 0 (5) 
Implications of Model fog family structure 
The basic predictions of the Becker's model were that richer families were more 
resource endowed and would be better equipped to self-finance a given investment in 
children than poorer families. Consequently, richer families would be more likely to finance 
the optimal investment in the human capital of children than poorer families. It is a resource-
based model, predicting that children with access to higher levels of parental resources would 
have higher levels of human capital accumulation, and thus, higher earnings potentials as 
adults. 
In the context of this study, two parent families typically have access to more 
resources than one parent families. Two individuals are able to allocate their time in such a 
way that at least one of them (usually the woman), can spend time with the children. The two 
parent household creates possibilities for division of labor and some specialization. It is also 
possible in a two parent home to have access to two incomes which increases the resource 
base of the family. These possibilities do not exist in single parent homes because there is 
only one individual who has to provide both the material and time resources to the children. 
Thus the children lose out and it is reflected in their outcomes. 
In addition to the economic framework, Biblarz and Raftery (1999) recognized two 
other theoretical frameworks within which family structure and child outcomes could be 
studied, namely sociological theory and evolutionary psychology. Sociological theory is 
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focused on the relationship between family type and resources and predicts that children 
from alternative families would have access to fewer economic, social and cultural resources 
than children from two parent families and thus would be less likely to be successful. 
Theories rooted in evolutionary psychology placed weight on biological relationships, 
inferring that mothers would invest more in their children because of the mother's 
reproductive investment in the child. The prediction of this theory were that children from 
two biological parent families would do better because parents preferred to invest their 
resources in children that are biologically theirs, rather than in stepchildren, hence the 
Cinderella effect (Daly and Wilson, 1998). 
Implications of Model fog Relationship Satisfaction. 
Relationship satisfaction, a proxy for parental harmony, is also modeled as having an 
impact on the ability of the child to produce human capital. The theoretical reasoning is the 
expectation that higher levels of relationship satisfaction would enhance the ability of the 
child to produce human capital. There are several explanations for how this happens. 
Easterbrooks and Emde (1988) identified three major mechanisms that were identified in the 
theoretical literature as means by which marital quality affected child development. The 
explanatory processes they identified were classified under the categories of social learning, 
socialization and family systems models. The social learning models emphasize the roles of 
parents as models for their children. In terms of marital interactions, children are more likely 
to watch and copy their parents, particularly in areas like conflict resolution, and would tend 
to model their parents' behaviors in their social interactions. Within the Becker model, this 
could increase the ability of the child to produce human capital by increasing or decreasing 
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the value of her social relationships in school, which may have implications for her ability to 
focus and learn. 
The second school of models is guided by family systems theories, which are focused 
on the child within a system, the interrelationships among these systems and how they 
interact to determine child outcomes. Bronfenbrenner and Morris (1998)'s bioecological 
model is an example of this systems-based approach to the study of child development. This 
model identified four major systems that interact to affect the child's development namely 
the microsystem made of anyone in a close relationship for a substantial amount of time with 
the child; the mesosystem which consists of the connections between microsystems, such as 
home, school and neighborhood; the exosystem which refers to social settings that affect the 
child but do not include the child such as the parent's workplace; and the chronosystem 
which involves the temporal changes in children's environment, which produce new 
conditions that affect development. All these systems work together to direct child 
development and outcomes. In the context of this study, conflict between parents at home 
could create anxiety within the child, making it harder to focus and concentrate in school, or 
could create a home environment that is not conducive for studying, consequently impacting 
the performance of the child in school. 
The third group of models, namely the socialization models, proposes the hypothesis 
that the quality of the marital relationship between parents fundamentally affects the means 
by which parents will socialize their children. For instance marital distress may be related to 
changes in parent discipline styles, both in quality and consistency, which have implications 
for child outcomes. 
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Research on the socialization hypothesis has led to some evidence that the 
interrelationship between parents does affect parenting styles, which in turn affect child 
outcomes. For instance, Fauber et al. (1990) reported that the relationship between 
interparental conflict and adjustment problems of adolescents was mediated through its 
impact on three aspects of parenting behavior, namely lax control, as parenting became 
inconsistent as a result of the conflict; psychological control, as parents tried to form 
alliances and used children against each other; and parental rej ection/withdrawal where 
parents could withdraw from or even reject their children as a result of conflict. Fauber et al. 
concluded that most of the relationship between marital conflict and adolescent adjustment 
problems could be explained through perturbations in the parent-child relationship, more 
specifically, the monitoring activities of parents. Also, Hetherington, Cox and Cox (1982) 
pointed out the impact of husband-wife conflict on children. Children exposed to protracted 
conflict were found to be "more oppositional, aggressive, lacking in self control, distractible 
and demanding of help and attention in both the home and school" (p. 261). This was due to 
the lack of discipline and supervision at home. 
In application to the Becker model, it seems that the level of harmony in the home 
could impact the ability of the parents to effectively discipline their kids, which may in turn 
affect the social relationships of the children in school and affect their ability to learn. 
Family St~uctu~e and Child Outcomes 
Regardless of which theoretical framework is chosen, the main inference is that two 
parent biological families are better for children, either due to biological relationships, as 
explained by evolutionary psychology, or because of access to more resources. The general 
consensus in research in this area seems to confirm this finding that children from two parent 
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families tend to fare better than children in non intact families (Corak, 2001; Cherlin et 
a1;1991; Mclanahan,1985; Page and Huff Stevens, 2004; Aughinbaugh, Pierret and 
Rothstein, 2005; Mclanahan and Sandefur, 1994). While there were differences in terms of 
child outcomes depending on the structure of the nontraditional family, children from two 
parent families generally had the best results over a whole range of outcomes. For instance, 
children who had experienced a divorce were found to experience worse outcomes than 
children who lost a parent due to death (Corak, 2001). In addition, children of never married 
single mothers were also found to have worse outcomes educationally than children of 
divorced or separated mothers (Entwistle and Alexander, 2000). Children in blended 
families were just as disadvantaged, as stepchildren were found to have worse educational 
outcomes and be more likely to engage in risky behavior than biological children (Evenhouse 
& Reilly, 2004). Aughinbaugh et al. (2005) reported that children from two parent families 
did significantly better on standardized tests than children from nonintact families, more 
specifically children from homes that had experienced divorce or a nonmarital birth. 
Thomson, Hanson and Mclanahan (1994) also reported disadvantages for children in single 
parent families in academic performance and also for problem behaviors and temperaments. 
These disadvantages, though not as strong, were also found in children of cohabiting couples. 
While cohabiting may be argued to confer some economic advantages on children as the 
new partner could contribute to family resources (Manning & Lichter, 1996), children in 
cohabiting unions were still found to be much worse off than children in two parent families. 
Cohabiting unions were found to be unstable, and cohabiting parents were reported to have 
high levels of psychological distress and display aggravation in parenting (Brown, 2002). 
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Similar findings were reported in other countries as well. Ermisch and Francesconi 
(2001 b), examining outcomes of young adults from the British Household Panel Survey, 
reported that children born into single parent families were less likely to have positive 
outcomes, even controlling for the economic conditions of their families. Also, Cherlin et al., 
(1991) in a longitudinal study of school children in England, compared children in intact 
homes to children whose parents were divorced. Even after controlling for social class and 
race, they found that boys and girls whose parents had divorced between the ages of 7 and 11 
scored lower than other children on reading and mathematics achievement tests. 
While several explanations have been proffered for the positive outcomes of children 
in two parent families as compared with other family types, the most consistent explanation 
as laid out by Becker (1991) is resource-based, as children in two parent homes are believed 
on average to have access to more psychological, social, cultural and economic resources 
than children reared in other kinds of family structures (Ginther &Pollak, 2004). More 
specifically, parents provide a variety of resources to children, the most important of which 
are money and time (Thomson, Hanson and Mclanahan, 1994). 
There have been a variety of studies on the ways that parents invest time in their 
children and contribute to their academic success. Increased parental involvement, defined as 
the monitoring activities of parents, were found to influence grades of high school students 
(Ferhmann, Keith and Reimers, 1987). Rhumberger et al (1990) documented several ways in 
which families influenced the academic performance of children. They identified parent 
participation with teachers and schools as well as parents spending time with children in 
pursuit of activities that aid cognitive development and impartation of appropriate values, 
aspirations and motivation needed to persevere and succeed in school, as important factors. 
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Rhumberger et al. found that children who dropped out of school tended to have parents who 
were less engaged in their schooling. Parental involvement and encouragement were 
similarly identified as important indicators of educational aspirations and child outcomes 
(Sewell and Shah, 1968; Wade, 2004, Keith and Keith, 1993). Parents who were more 
involved were found to encourage their children to do homework, which in turn improved 
student achievement (Keith and Keith, 1993). Floyd (1996) was able to identify the 
importance of supportive family members as one of the major determinants of school success 
in an African American sample of resilient high school seniors. Also, Entwistle and 
Alexander (2000) identified the major resources that parents provided that supported 
schooling of children. They reported that parent's attitudes and behaviors, including parental 
involvement in school, parental supervision and parent aspirations, accounted for over half of 
the difference in the rate of high school drop out between children from single parent and two 
parent families. 
The contribution of parents to the academic success of their children is resource 
intensive, particularly in terms of time, and non married families maybe lacking the 
wherewithal needed to adequately equip their children with what they need to perform well 
in school. Parents under economic stress are less able to provide adequate levels of material 
support to their children, which explains the difficulty faced by children when there is a 
divorce and incomes are reduced. Also, single parents maybe hard pressed to provide the 
monitoring that their children need to be able to succeed. 
Studies that that have examined these resources do show that non married families are 
resource deficient in general. In terms of time investments, Astone and Mclanahan (1991) 
found that children who lived with single parents or stepparents during adolescence received 
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less encouragement and less help with school work than children who lived with both natural 
parents. They were more likely to report lower educational expectations from their parents, 
less monitoring of school work by mothers and fathers and less overall supervision of social 
activities than children from intact families. Amato (1987) found that children from one 
parent families, compared with children from intact families, experienced less support, 
control and discipline from their fathers. Single parents were also said to have lower 
expectations for their children than children in intact families (Entwisle and Alexander, 
2000). 
Economic resources were also found to play an important role empirically in the 
differential impacts of family structure (Mclanahan, 1985). About half of the disadvantages 
associated with single parenthood were found to be due to lower incomes (Mclanahan and 
Casper, 1995). Page and Huff Stevens (2004) investigated the economic impact of family 
structure on the economic status of families with children. They found that in the long run, 
family income of children whose parents divorced and remained divorced fell by 45 percent 
(over 6 years), and food consumption fell by 16 percent. 
While it is clear that there is on average a difference in child outcomes between two 
parent and nontraditional families, the main point of contention in the literature has been on 
whether a unique impact of family structure on outcomes exists after controlling for 
resources available within the family. The results are mixed with regards to this question. 
Though some researchers have found impacts of family structure that persist beyond 
resources (Ermish and Francesconi, 2000), many maintain that the differences are purely 
resource based, and providing these resources would eliminate the disadvantages faced by 
these children (Mclanahan, 1985; Aughingbaugh, Pierret and Rothstein, 2005; Lang and 
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Zargosky, 2001). For instance, Ginther and Pollack (2004) carried out a few descriptive 
regressions and found no effect of family structure after controlling for variables like 
mother's education and family income, contending that family structure may be a proxy for 
other variables that affect children's outcomes. This same result was also found by Biblarz 
and Raftery (1999), who attributed the effect of single parenthood on child outcomes to 
financial hardship, as single parents were more likely to be unemployed and to have a 
greater likelihood of a lower average occupational position, which put children at a 
socioeconomic disadvantage. After controlling for the socioeconomic location of the family, 
there was no residual effect of family structure on children's outcomes. 
Biblarz and Raftery attributed the discrepancies in findings about the unique effects 
of family structure to two major factors. First, the choice of exogenous control variables 
varied across studies and thus would affect results as a complete list of controls that 
completely measure the resource investments of parents is usually not available to analysts 
(Corak, 2001). The second issue identified was the possible change in the effect of family 
structure over time. 
Another reason could be the methodology utilized. Some of the studies were simply 
cross sectional in nature, making it difficult to make cause and effect inferences (Ginther and 
Pollack, 2004; Amato, l 987), while others, though longitudinal in nature did not utilize 
methods that controlled for unobserved variables (Lang and Zargosky, 2001; Cherlin, 1991). 
This study seeks to deal with these issues by controlling for as many parent resource 
variables as possible, and also by utilizing a fixed effects model of estimation which is 
discussed in more detail in a later section. 
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Relationship Satisfaction and Child Outcomes 
There are many theories that seek to explain the pathways through which families 
affect child outcomes. These pathways include parenting styles, which may differ 
systematically within family structures; trauma from the loss of a parent or loved caregiver; 
issues of acceptability in stepparent-stepchildren situations (addressed by evolutionary 
biology); and selection biases (Biblarz and Raftery, 1999; Ginther and Pollack, 2004). 
Selection biases are focused on the theory that the observed negative effect of family 
structure in non-traditional families maybe due to a selection effect, perhaps that parents in 
nontraditional families are less competent, which is why their children have worse outcomes. 
The impact of relationship satisfaction or relationship conflict is another variant of the 
selection hypothesis. The main argument is that the main detrimental effect on children is not 
divorce but family conflict (Biblarz and Raftery, 1999). Since conflict is harmful to children, 
children of divorced parents have lower attainments because of their exposure to conflict, not 
because of the divorce itself. This argument maybe extended to relationship satisfaction as 
well. It may well be that the positive outcomes from two parent families are not due to the 
two parents, but to the positive relationships to which children in these families are exposed. 
Marital conflict and marital satisfaction are many times used interchangeably in the literature 
because they are closely correlated and some studies have been carried out that found no 
significant differences in outcomes regardless of which is used (Howes and Markman, 1989; 
Feldman, Fisher and Seitel, 1997). 
Relationship satisfaction as a concept is derived from the evaluation of the outcomes 
available in a relationship (Sabatelli and Shehan, 1993). Basically, couples tend to compare 
rewards obtained from a relationship to the costs incurred within that relationship, and are 
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satisfied or not based on these comparisons. Their level of satisfaction, or lack thereof, does 
have implications for a wide range of child outcomes as several studies have shown. 
The research in this area has shown that shown that relationship satisfaction or 
conflict has impacts on a range of outcomes for children including self-esteem (Amato, 
1986); behavior problems (Katz and Woodin, 2002); emotional and physical health 
(Feldman, Fisher & Seitel, 1997); child security and attachment (Howes and Markman, 
1989), and child externalizing behavior (Vuchinich, vuchinich and Wood, 1993; Katz and 
Gottman, 2000) among several others. Conflict was found to produce or increase negative 
outcomes while relationship satisfaction increased positive outcomes for children. There are 
also a few studies that showed that children also have the power to influence the level of 
marital harmony in their environment. For instance, Jenkins et al. (2005) reported that 
children's externalizing symptomatology had the tendency to increase the level of arguments 
between the parents about that child. 
One outcome that has not been studied directly, however, is the educational outcomes 
of children. Most of the research that has focused on the interrelationship between parents 
and child outcomes has focused primarily on the social and psychological effects of conflict 
(e.g Ellis and Gerber, 2000; Ferguson and Norwood, 1998). In other words while some 
studies have established an association between parental harmony (or lack thereof) and 
several child outcomes, the direct effect on educational outcomes have not been much 
studied. Some of the studies that do focus on conflict and educational outcomes do so in the 
context of divorce, so that the studies are primarily looking at family structure and its impact 
on outcomes and not at marital quality and its impact on child outcomes (Biblarz and 
Raftery, 1999). This study contributes to the literature by documenting the direct effect of 
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relationship satisfaction on educational outcomes of children. As pointed out in the 
theoretical framework, one of the pathways through which the relationship between parents 
affects children could be for example by disrupting the ability of the parent to discipline the 
child in the face of conflict, and conversely to encourage discipline in the face of relationship 
satisfaction. This study aims to investigate the unique impact ofinter-parental harmony on 
child educational outcomes after controlling for child discipline, parental time investments 
and family financial situation. 
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CHAPTER 3. SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY 
Sample 
The data set utilized in the study is the Family and Community Health Study 
(FACHS) data set. The data originated in the mid 1990s as a study of young African 
American children, their caregivers and an older sibling in the states of Georgia and Iowa. 
The first wave of data collection occurred in 1997, with subsequent waves collected in 1999- 
2000 and 2002-2003. The fourth wave of data collection is currently ongoing. In order to be 
eligible to participate in the study, the adults had to be the primary caregiver for a ten to 
twelve year old child. These children and their caregivers were then followed through 
subsequent waves of the study. Some of the caregivers moved in and out of the sample 
between waves and consequently, the longitudinal analyses were limited to the 676 primary 
caregivers who remained consistent through all three waves. In the cross-sectional analysis, 
however, data for all individuals were utilized, irregardless of whether they were in 
subsequent waves or not. The analysis in this study was limited to the primary caregiver and 
the target child. 
Sampling Strategy 
Concerted efforts were made by project staff to recruit participants from 
neighborhoods that varied on demographic characteristics, specifically racial composition 
and the percent of families with children living below the poverty line. In selecting 
neighborhoods from which to draw the sample, neighborhood characteristics were examined 
at the level of block group areas (BGAs), a cluster of blocks within a census tract. Using 
1990 census data, block group areas (BGAs) were identified in both Iowa and Georgia in 
which the percent of African American Families was high enough to make recruitment 
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economically practicable (10% or higher) and in which the percent of families with children 
living below the poverty line varied greatly (Cutrona et al., 2000). 
The researchers relied on community members to liaise between neighborhood 
residents and University of Georgia researchers. The liaisons compiled information of 
children within each BGA who met sampling criteria, and also from stakeholders in the 
children's lives, including teachers, pastors and the like. Families were then randomly 
selected from these rosters. Those families who declined were randomly replaced until the 
required number of families from each BGA had been recruited. 
In Iowa, BGAs that met the criteria for percent African American residents were first 
identified, all of which were in two urban areas: Waterloo, with a population of 65,000, and 
Des Moines, with a population of 193,000. Families with African American children between 
the ages of 10 and 12 were contacted through the public schools, who provided researchers 
with the names and addresses of all African Americans in grades four through six (Cutrona et 
al., 2000). In all the researchers ended up with 897 children, in the first wave of data 
collection, 782 in the second wave, and 778 in the third wave. 
Methodology 
The Coss-sectional model 
In this cross-sectional analysis, interest is in estimating the probability of a child 
exhibiting a particular outcome or not. The dependent variable is a binary variable, which 
takes the value 1 if the child exhibits a particular outcome and 0 otherwise. The probit model 
is used in this specification because it ensures that the probability of an outcome increases 
with each independent variable, but does not exceed the interval between zero and one, and 
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also assumes a nonlinear relationship between the probability of adoption and each of the 
independent variables. In this model, the errors are assumed to be normally distributed. 
The probit model 
The probit model is based on the assumption that there is a response function of the form 
C0=1 if CO* > 0 ; CO = 0 otherwise. (3.1) 
A model specifying CO* is stated below and it relates outcomes to relationship satisfaction 
CO* = ao + al X + a 2 Y+ a 3 RS+,u (3.2) 
Where X is a vector of demographic and parenting variables for the family; Y is a vector of 
economic and financial characteristics for the family; and RS is a measure of the relationship 
satisfaction experienced by parents within the family. 
A similar model is also presented to examine the impact of family structure on child 
outcomes. 
CO* = a o + al X + a 2 Y + a 3 Z+,u (3.3) 
Where Z is a vector of family structure variables and all other variables are as previously 
defined. 
The numerical values of the coefficients in a probit regression have no simple 
interpretation. However, the signs of the coefficients give some indication as to the direction 
of the impact of the variable under consideration on child outcomes. A positive coefficient 
raises the probability of the outcome under consideration, while a negative coefficient has the 
opposite effect. In order to quantify the numerical effects of some of the more important 
variables, marginals will be reported. Marginals are the numerical values of the increase in 
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the predicted value of a child outcome brought about by increases in each explanatory 
variable. 
Longitudinal model 
While cross-sectional relationships can be very informative, they may not be 
accurate, if unobserved variables have a large effect on the outcomes in question. The fixed 
effects estimator makes it possible to control for all unobserved variables not specifically 
included in the model making cause and effect inferences possible. 
Fixed effects Estimator 
The fixed effects estimator presented here is as laid out by Wooldridge (2000) and 
Frees (2004). Assuming a model relating child outcomes to relationship satisfaction 
COIL= ~ o +6oDt + X31 Xit + ai +~ZYit + ~33RSit + eit (3.4) 
Where CO~It is the outcome for child j in family z at time t; Xlt is a vector of demographic and 
parenting variables for family i at time t; Ylt is a vector of economic and financial 
characteristics of family i at time t; RSIt is a measure of the relationship satisfaction 
experienced by parents within family i at time t; Dt is a vector of dummy variables that 
correct for any unobserved effects of the year in which the data was measured; and a; refers 
to unobserved fixed effects. 
A similar model is also presented to examine the impact of family structure on child 
outcomes. 
COIL= ~ o +6oDt + ~IXIt + al +RZYIt + R3ZIt + elt (3.5) 
Where Zit is a vector of family structure variables family i at time t and all other variables are 
as previously defined. 
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The variable al captures all unobserved factors that affect CO, and it is referred to as a 
fixed effect. The fixed effects transformation is based on two main assumptions, namely that 
there is no serial correlation (over time), and no contemporaneous correlation (across 
subjects) (Frees, 2004). According to Wooldridge (2000), in a fixed effects transformation, 
also called a within transformation, the model with all explanatory variables is averaged for 
each individual and then subtracted from the untransformed model. This is a process known 
as time-demeaning, and this gets rid of all unobserved effects that are time constant. Time 
averages for both dependent and independent variables are then taken and run as a cross-
sectional regression. The dependent variables in this case are binary dependent variables. 
Consequently, the equations are estimated via maximum likelihood, using a logit model. 
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CHAPTER 4. DATA AND RESULTS 
Data Summary 
This section provides summary statistics for the data utilized in the analysis. The 
dependent variables under study were chosen to capture the student's engagement with the 
school process. These variables include whether or not the child liked school, whether or not 
the child was bored with school, whether he got along with teachers, and whether he had any 
academic aspirations beyond high school. In addition, while there were no objective 
measures of student performance like grade point average in the data set, both the parents and 
the children were asked about academic performance of the child. These two variables were 
used as a proxy for academic performance. 
Astone and Mclanhan (1991) provided the j ustification for some of these outcome 
variables. They noted that school failure was a process that occurred because of a lack of 
engagement by the students and lack of engagement subsequently led students to drop out of 
school. It was therefore necessary to include variables that would capture children who might 
be facing this process. 
Tables 4.1 to 4.4 present summary statistics for the variables under consideration. The 
tables provide summary information on the different samples utilized in the analysis, namely 
the total sample, the married sample as well as the married and cohabiting sample. In 
addition, the dependent variables are categorized into variables reported by parents as well as 
variables reported by the children themselves. The parents reported whether or not the 
students reported a bad grade in the past semester, as well as whether or not the student liked 
school. On average, about 90 percent of the parents reported that their children liked school, 
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while between 60 and 75 percent of the parents reported consistently good grades for their 
children over all three waves of data collection. 
The children were also asked about their own perceptions of their school 
performance, as well as their perceptions of their engagement in school. A third to about half 
of the students admitted to being bored with school over the period, while less than a fifth on 
average thought that they exhibited poor academic performance in school. Most students, 
over 80 percent on average, reported that they got along with their teachers and over 80 
percent of the students on average reported ambitions of attending school beyond high 
school. 
Most of the independent variables in the study were parent reports of the 
socioeconomic location of the family, as well as of the level of time invested by parents in 
their children. Most parents reported that they adequately monitored their children, 
disciplined them when they misbehaved in school, were satisfied with their relationship with 
their children, and knew who their friend's children were. Respondents were also asked 
question about the economic condition of the family in the past year. One measure was 
whether or not the family had suffered from any difficulties paying bills in the previous year. 
With possible values ranging from 1 (no difficulty) to 5 (high difficulty), the reported level of 
difficulty ranged between 2.3 and 2.7. Another measure of financial hardship focused on 
whether respondents had experienced any extreme negative financial events in the preceding 
year. The events included having possessions repossessed, having home loans or other loans 
foreclosed on, quitting a business due to financial difficulty, and always having no money in 
the previous year. Most respondents however did not report any extreme negative financial 
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events in the preceding year, as only a tenth to a fifth of the sample reported at least one of 
these adverse events on average. 
In terms of demographics, the sample of children was almost evenly split between 
male and female children. Across the three waves, and also in the combined sample, about 3 8 
percent of the sample were married at any point in time, between 10 and 12 percent were 
cohabiting, while about 25 percent of the sample were involved in less permanent 
relationships. On average, about 30 percent of the sample was not romantically involved at 
any point in time. 
There were interesting differences between parents who reported being married or 
being in marriage like relationships and all other parents in some of the variables. For 
instance, while between 60 and 75 percent of married parents reported that they owned their 
own homes, less than half of the parents in the more general sample reported owning their 
own homes. Parents who were married were also more likely on average to report living in 
safe neighborhoods than in the larger samples. Also, married parents, or parents living in 
marriage like relationships, reported higher levels of relationship satisfaction than in the 
larger samples. 
The possible values of relationship satisfaction, one of the major variables of interest, 
ranged from 5=completely satisfied to 1=not at all satisfied. For the couples that were 
married, or in marriage like relationships, the value of this variable ranged from 3.8 to 4.0 on 
average. Although there was another variable in the dataset (how happy they were with their 
relationships) that could also have proxied for marital quality, it was not used because it was 
highly correlated with relationship satisfaction. The correlation between relationship 
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happiness and satisfaction was over 95 percent, thus it making it unnecessary to utilize both 
in the model. 
RESULTS 
This section presents results first for the family structure specification, and 
subsequently for the specification relating relationship satisfaction to child outcomes. 
Family Structure 
Goss sectional Analysis 
The analysis in this section was carried out to investigate the impact of family 
structure on child outcomes, while controlling for parental time investments, family financial 
variables, as well as a few family demographics. The sample in this instance was not limited 
to any particular marital status group, as all respondents in each wave of data collection were 
included in the analysis. The results are presented in Tables 4.5-4.7. 
There were five categories of family structure that the respondents could identify 
with, and the omitted category was single individuals without any romantic attachment. The 
results show some evidence of the importance of marriage in predicting child educational 
outcomes. More specifically, a child was significantly more likely to get good grades in wave 
one, more likely to like school in wave two and more likely to get along with teachers in 
wave 3 if his parents were married than children in single parent homes. The other kinds of 
family structure were not significantly associated with child outcomes in general. 
Parental monitoring turned out to be the most important variable measuring parental 
time investment, and its importance confirmed the findings of previous studies. Over all three 
waves of data, parental monitoring was significantly associated with the child being a good 
student and liking school, and was negatively associated with poor academic performance as 
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reported by the child. None of the other parental time investment variables were important in 
the cross sectional analysis. 
Regarding the financial situation of the family, while the financial variables mostly 
had the expected sign; they were mostly statistically insignificant. 
The demographic variables also yielded some significant relationships. For instance, 
male children consistently had significantly worse outcomes than female children. Males 
were less likely to have good grades, or to be ambitious in school. These relationships were 
statistically significant in all three time periods. One other relationship that emerged 
consistently through all three waves of data collection was the importance of parental 
education. Children whose parents were more educated were more likely to want to go to 
school beyond high school. These demographic relationships are consistent with previous 
findings that report the importance of parental education (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2001 a) 
as well as the educational disadvantages faced by boys (Gorard et al., 1999). 
Longitudinal Analysis 
The fixed effects estimator was utilized in longitudinal analysis, results of which are 
found in table 4.8. Because the fixed effects estimator estimates subject specific parameters, 
dependent variables that do not vary within subjects over time are dropped. 
Unlike in the cross-sectional analysis, family structure did not seem to matter at all as 
children whose parents entered into marriage or entered into cohabiting relationships had 
outcomes similar to children raised in single parent families. However, there were some 
differences among single parents, as parents who entered into casual dating relationships, or 
children whose parents engaged in steady romances had better outcomes than children of 
uninvolved single parents. It could be that the parents became happier, or that these new 
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relationships led to an influx of resources as the new partner tried to win and keep their 
affections. It could also be a kind of `honeymoon' effect that disappeared as people entered 
into more permanent relationships. The fact that parents entered into romantic relationships 
could also have given the children hope that more permanent relationships could result. The 
reasons for these effects are not readily clear and merit further investigation. 
In terms of parental time investments, satisfaction of the parent with the parent-child 
relationship and the level of parental monitoring turned out to be important variables in 
determining child outcomes. Parental monitoring significantly increased the probability of 
the child being a good student and getting along with her teachers and these were significant 
at the one and five percent levels respectively. A strong parent child relationship was just as 
important, significantly raising the probability that the child liked school and was a good 
student, and reducing the probability that the child would be bored. The financial variables 
once again were not very important statistically, although negative financial events did 
significantly reduce the probability of the child being ambitious beyond high school. In 
summary, despite the cross-sectional results that showed the importance of marriage, the 
longitudinal results in this sample showed that entering into marriage over the period did not 
seem to have much impact on outcomes. 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Cross sectional Results 
This section presents probit estimates from the analysis relating relationship 
satisfaction to different child outcomes for children whose parents were married at each wave 
of data collection. These results are displayed in Tables 4.9-4.11. 
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Relationship satisfaction, a measure of marital quality, which was the major variable 
of interest, did not have any statistically significant impact on child outcomes even though 
the directions of the relationships were as expected. Relationship satisfaction was mostly 
positively associated with good outcomes and negatively associated with bad outcomes. 
From the cross-sectional results, based on the sample of parents married in each time period, 
it would seem that there is no relationship between relationship satisfaction and child 
outcomes. 
The literature states that parental time investments would be an important determinant 
of child outcomes, and this was certainly proven to be true. Parents do have a strong 
influence on their children's educational outcomes. In particular, the level of monitoring, the 
quality of the relationship between parent and child and the level of involvement turned out 
to be strongly associated with improved child outcomes. However, there were some 
inconsistencies in significance in the statistical results. For instance, while parental 
monitoring significantly increased the probability that a child would like school in waves 1 
and 2, this coefficient was positive but not statistically significant in period three. However, 
the cross sectional analysis did provide some evidence to backup the literature in confirming 
the importance of parental time. 
In terms of financial variables, the variables measuring financial difficulty did not 
seem to have much of an impact on the child outcomes. The variables mostly had the 
expected sign, although there were a few counterintuitive relationships. 
In terms of the other demographic variables, there was a strong effect of the sex of the 
child, as male children were more likely to have poor outcomes than female children across 
all three waves of data collection. In addition, parental education was also very important, 
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strongly associated with an increased probability of the child having high academic 
aspirations. 
Individuals who were described as cohabiting described their relationships as 
marriage-like and thus were added to the sample of married couples because there were not 
enough observations to warrant a separate analysis. While cohabiting relationships have been 
found to be less stable than marital relationships (Brown, 2002), they could contribute to the 
resource base of the family. These resources, in the form of time and financial resources may 
have impacts for child outcomes. Tables 4.12-4.14 present the results of this analysis. Adding 
cohabiting families to the married families led to the emergence of hitherto insignificant 
relationships. For instance, relationship satisfaction emerged as an important predictor of 
some child outcomes, significantly raising the probability of the child getting along with 
his/her teachers in wave one as well as being a good student in wave two. One possible 
reason could be the fact that children in cohabiting relationships maybe aware of how 
unstable these relationships are, and consequently maybe more affected by the quality of the 
relationship. Parents maybe signaling the stability of their relationship to their children 
through their relationship satisfaction, and thus children may do better in school the more 
stable they perceive the relationship to be. 
Impacts of parental time investments in children as measured by involvement, 
discipline and monitoring were however not much different from the married sample. While 
there were a few counterintuitive relationships, most of the parental time investment 
variables tended to increase positive outcomes and reduce negative outcomes although most 
of them were once again not statistically significant. 
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As in the previous sample, the variables measuring the financial situation of the 
family did not seem to matter much, although financial difficulties faced by the family 
significantly reduced the probability of the child having educational aspirations beyond high 
school in wave one. In addition, negative financial events also significantly reduced the 
probability of the child being a good student in the first wave. 
In terms of demographics, the sex of the child was very significant, as boys had far 
worse outcomes than girls and parental education tended to increase educational outcomes 
and encourage higher educational aspirations. 
In summary, there is some evidence, albeit weak, that the quality of the relationship 
between parents is important for child educational outcomes. Cross sectional analysis reveals 
the importance of parental time investments, sex of the child and parental education. It is 
important to note though that resulting coefficients can only be interpreted as associations, as 
no causality can be inferred from these results. 
Longitudinal Analysis 
The cross sectional analysis, while revealing some interesting associations, did not 
really reveal consistent relationships among the child outcomes and the independent 
variables. This could be due however to the fact that a snapshot analysis of the couples did 
not leave room for analysis of changes. There was a reduction in the number of couples who 
remained married from wave one to wave two and further to wave three. The analysis thus 
perhaps included couples who were preparing for divorce even though they were still 
married, or cohabiting couples who were preparing to break up. In order to deal with this 
issue, the longitudinal analysis was carried out using the fixed effects model described in 
chapter three, and also carried out only for couples that remained married through all three 
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periods. The fixed effects models ensured that all other variables not specifically stated in the 
model were controlled for. It is however important to note that any results from these 
analyses will only be generalizable to households with stable marriages over this time period. 
Results for the combined sample of the 184 couples who remained married through 
all three waves of data collection are presented in table 4.15. The fixed effects methodology 
once again led to the loss of quite a few observations. 
Relationship satisfaction in this case turned out to be an important predictor of child 
outcomes, being a positive and significant determinant of whether or not a child liked school. 
In terms of parental time investments, the only variable that made a difference to child 
outcomes was the child discipline variable, which significantly reduced the probability of the 
child having poor academic outcomes. 
Variables that attempted to measure the financial situation of the family did not seem 
to have much of an impact in the longitudinal analysis as well, although negative financial 
events did increase the probability that the child would exhibit poor academic outcomes. 
As in the cross sectional analysis, individuals in long term cohabiting relationships 
were once again added to the married sample in Table 4.16. Most of the previously identified 
relationships remained important, although some other relationships also emerged. For 
instance, relationship satisfaction also turned out to be an important predictor of whether or 
not the child consistently made good grades in school. The marginals reveal that relationship 
satisfaction increased the predicted value of the child getting good grades by 0.02. 
In summary, this section revealed the importance of marital quality, and the impact it 
has on encouraging positive outcomes for children in these settings. 
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Discussion 
Previous research on the effect of family structure on child outcomes has been almost 
unanimous in finding that family structure is an important determinant of child outcomes, or 
more importantly, that children raised in two parent homes with married parents were more 
likely to do well in life. The controversy has however raged over whether this effect was 
solely resource based, or whether or not there was an impact of family structure over and 
beyond the time and money put into the lives of children by their parents. 
This study was aimed at investigating this question in an African American sample. 
The results were not really consistent with regards to the importance of marital structure. 
While the cross-sectional results showed some evidence of marriage being important for 
some outcomes, the longitudinal analysis did not support that finding, as children whose 
parents entered into marriage did not have significantly better outcomes than children whose 
parents remained single over the period of analysis. Despite this however, the results can still 
speak to the current debate over the government policy of encouraging marriage as detailed 
in chapter five. 
There was some clear evidence however, that marital quality did make a significant 
difference in child outcomes. The results showed that children who had parents stay together 
long term in a good quality relationship tended to be more engaged in school, thus reducing 
the likelihood of them dropping out of school. One possible explanation that has been 
suggested is that husband-wife relationship satisfaction signals to children the state of the 
couple's relationship. Children living with dissatisfied couples are likely to be more anxious, 
and thus vulnerable in external and internal environments, while children whose parents are 
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satisfied see it as a signal of the stability of the relationship and are able to confidently 
engage in their external environments, school in this case (Feldman, Fisher and Seitel, 1997). 
The previous literature acknowledged the importance of parental time investments in 
encouraging positive academic outcomes for children. This was confirmed in this study. 
However, in the relationship satisfaction specification, discipline of the child was the 
important variable in this group, while parental monitoring and involvement turned out to be 
more important for the specification relating marital structure to child outcomes. These 
findings, that parental involvement helps children produce academically also have 
implications for parental time allocations as well as the nature of today's workplace. These 
are discussed in more detail in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5. Summary, Policy Implications and Conclusions 
Summary 
This study was aimed at investigating the family based factors that determined child 
educational outcomes in an African American sample, more specifically relationship 
satisfaction and marital structure. The first chapter of the study introduced the problem in an 
African American context. The second chapter was devoted to a comprehensive review of the 
literature in this area, analyzing the impact of family structure and relationship satisfaction in 
the context of Becker's model of earnings, assets and consumption. The third chapter 
introduced the sample and the methods, both cross sectional and longitudinal while results 
were presented in the fourth chapter. The results revealed the importance of relationship 
satisfaction to child educational outcomes both longitudinally and cross-sectionally. 
However, the results on marital structure were inconsistent. Children of married parents were 
found to have better outcomes than children of single parents in the cross-sectional results, 
while this effect disappeared longitudinally. The rest of the fifth chapter is devoted to 
examining the policy implications of the study and also present the conclusions. 
Policy Implications 
The findings of the importance of marital structure and relationship satisfaction to the 
outcomes of children have a number of policy implications. One pertinent policy debate 
concerns the relevance of the marriage promotion policies of the government. The welfare 
reform act of 1996 had a number of policy objectives namely 
• assisting needy families so that children can be cared for in their own homes 
• reducing the dependency of needy parents by promoting job preparation, work and 
marriage 
• preventing out-of-wedlock pregnancies 
• encouraging the formation and maintenance oftwo-parent families 
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(US department of Health and Human services, 2006). 
The government has since embarked on a number of policy initiatives to promote 
marriage including encouraging covenant marriages (in some states), funding programs to 
improve relationship skills and advocating premarital counseling. A covenant marriage 
restricts the grounds on which a couple can seek a divorce, and legally mandates the couple 
to seek counseling if any problems occur in the marriage (Covenant marriage movement, 
2004). Opponents of marriage promotion offer a variety of arguments, claiming that the 
policies divert attention away from more important issues like poverty which is due to low 
education and lack of good j obs, and also divert resources away from more productive 
programs like child care, work supports, or cash assistance (Lichter, Batson and Brown, 
2004). While this study provides some support for the importance of marriage, in the cross-
sectional results, it is important to understand that there are no simplistic solutions to the very 
complicated issues involved in single parenthood. Instead, it is necessary to frame any 
interventions within a holistic framework as advocated by Dion and Devaney (2003). They 
noted that problems like "poverty, poor health, weak financial or personal management skills 
and difficulty in being an effective parent" tended to lower the marriageability of an 
individual (p.6). They advocated comprehensive interventions that would include 
employment and education; assessment and follow-up services for health, mental health and 
domestic violence; life skills, parenting and child development education; as well as co-
parenting and responsible fatherhood services for any couples who might choose not to 
marry. 
The emphasis on life skills training is of particular importance in light of the findings 
in this study of the importance of relationship satisfaction in encouraging positive child 
41 
outcomes. Any isolated attempts to encourage marriage without ensuring quality may end up 
defeating the purpose of improving child outcomes. While it is difficult to legislate a good 
marriage, there are currently a number of public and private sector initiatives to improve the 
quality of marriages that should be encouraged, of course in the context of more 
comprehensive Interventions. 
Finally, the study also identified the importance of parental time investments in 
encouraging good performances in school. This has implications not only for parents in their 
time allocation decisions, but also for employers. There has been an increase over the past 
few years in the number of employees who are allowed to work out of their homes either full 
time or part time, as well as in those who are able to have flexible work hours. These 
practices should be encouraged, and even perhaps rewarded by government. It is important 
that parents be able to attend parent-teacher meetings and also find the time to help their 
children with their homework, activities that go along way in ensuring that children are 
engaged in school and are able to achieve. 
Conclusion 
The education of an individual is both a public and a private good. While the 
individual benefits from his/her education because of the returns to his/her skills, the society 
as a whole benefits from his/her improved productivity. Too many people pay the price when 
children drop out of school —their families, their neighborhoods, and the society in general. 
While their foregone output is one such loss, school dropouts also have a higher propensity to 
engage in unwholesome activities, like engaging in crime, doing drugs and getting pregnant, 
which tends to feed the whole cycle of poverty (Mensch and Kandel, 1988). This study has 
shown that families are a fundamental part of the process of promoting positive child 
42 
outcomes, and thus every possible resource available to society should be placed at their 
disposal to ensure that children are able to maximize their potential and benefit most from 
school. 
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